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Abstract	
Purpose	 –	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 paper	 is	 to	 examine	 the	 role	 of	 regional	 planning	 in	 sustainable	
infrastructure	system	transitions	by	examining	how	and	if	sustainable	transitions	storylines	are	reflected	
in	the	case	of	mobility,	as	a	socio‐technical	system,	in	two	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plans.		
Design/methodology/approach	 –	 The	 methodology	 was	 qualitative,	 and	 the	 paper	 presents	
preliminary	 research	 findings	 from	 a	 policy	 discourse	 analysis	 of	 two	 versions	 of	 the	 South	 East	
Queensland	 Regional	 Plan	 to	 identify	 key	 policy	 storylines	 in	 the	 plans.	 It	 applies	 the	 multi‐level	
perspective	 to	 analyse	 the	 case	 of	 mobility	 in	 south	 east	 Queensland	 as	 expressed	 in	 the	 South	 East	
Queensland	Regional	Plan,	and	to	identify	whether	its	dominant	storylines	reflect	transition	pathways.		
Findings	 –	 The	 discourse	 analysis	 traces	 key	 planning	 storylines	 and	 identifies	 changes	 in	 the	 two	
iterations	of	the	plans.	The	multi‐level	perspective	is	used	to	trace	transition	and	dependence	pathways	
and	 finds	 that	 even	with	an	expressed	 commitment	 to	 and	 awareness	of	 sustainability,	 climate	 change	
and	oil	vulnerability,	the	planning	response	to	mobility	is	generally	entrenched	in	and	affirms	a	regime	of	
car	 dependence	 with	 minor	 and	 incremental	 innovations,	 as	 indicated	 by	 the	 mobility	 storylines	
reproduced	in	the	plans.	However,	it	is	also	found	that	regional	planning	is	a	platform	for	disseminating	
localised	social	innovations	implying	a	policy	learning	role	for	regional	planning.		
Research	 limitations/implications	 –	 As	 a	 preliminary	 paper,	 the	 research	 approach	 is	 intentionally	
constrained	for	testing	and	refinement	before	applying	to	the	broader	policy	discourse	context	in	south	
east	Queensland	which	includes	other	regional	level	policies	and	policy	actors	and	networks.		
Practical	implications	–	The	paper	provides	insights	into	how	sustainable	transitions	and	planning	can	
better	interrelate	to	address	complex	problems	and	complex	socio‐technical	transitions.	It	demonstrates	
that	 planning	 and	 sustainable	 transitions	 can	 mutually	 inform.	 In	 testing	 a	 hybrid	 method	 combining	
multi‐level	perspective	and	discourse	analysis	to	examine	policy	storylines	in	relation	to	socio‐technical	
systems,	the	paper	also	indicates	that	the	approach	is	sound.	
Social	 implications	 –	 Mobility	 is	 a	 complex	 challenge	 for	 the	 future	 of	 regions	 and	 cities	 and	 their	
communities.	The	research	reveals	issues	that	constrain	complex	problem	solving	in	this	area	as	well	as	
potential	windows	of	opportunity	for	innovation.	
Originality/value	–	Sustainable	transitions	and	the	multi‐level	perspective	are	relatively	recent	research	
and	 theory	 fields	 with	 emerging	 spatial	 and	 place‐based	 analysis.	 This	 paper	 presents	 Australian	 and	
regionally‐based	 case	 study	 addressing	 a	 relation	 between	 sustainable	 transitions	 and	 regional	 policy	
making.		
Keywords	‐	Regional	planning,	south	east	Queensland,	mobility,	infrastructure,	sustainable	transitions,	
multi‐level	perspective,	transition	storyline	
Paper	type	–	Research	Paper	
	
	
1	 Introduction	
	
Regions	 in	 Queensland	 continue	 to	 experience	 critical	 and	 complex	 sustainability	 pressures	
such	as	population	growth,	demographic	change,	environmental	degradation	and	vulnerability	
to	 natural	 disasters	 and	 climate	 change.	 Cities	 and	 regions	 are	 sites	 of	 considerable	 focus	 in	
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relation	to	sustainability	and	climate	change	adaptation.	Sustainable	transitions	is	an	emerging	
and	 developing	 theory	 and	 research	 field	 that	 focuses	 on	 sustainability‐related	 innovation,	
analyses	path	dependence	and	radical	change,	and	adopts	an	evolutionary	approach	to	system	
change.	 Queensland’s	 regional	 plans	 and	 associated	 infrastructure	 plans,	 as	 strategic	 spatial	
plans,	 are	 the	 primary	 guiding	 policies	 for	 multi‐level	 decision	 making	 to	 meet	 long‐term	
regional	 development	 and	 resource	 management	 goals	 including	 the	 development	 of	
infrastructure	 systems.	 Infrastructure	 is	 essential	 for	 the	 efficient,	 sustainable	 and	 equitable	
development	of	 regions	and	cities.	 Statutory	 regional	plans	were	 introduced	 in	Queensland	 in	
2005	 as	 comprehensive	 spatial	 strategies	 that	 articulate	 support	 for	 more	 sustainable	
development	 and	 infrastructure	 system	 commitments.	 Regional	 planning	 tends	 to	 involve	
rational	 actions	 that	 are	 government	 led,	 top	 down	 and	 linear,	 and	 this	 form	 of	 traditional	
planning,	practiced	worldwide,	is	criticised	as	static,	functional	and	hierarchical	(Voß	and	Kemp	
2005;	 Hillier	 2007;	 de	 Roo	 2007).	 Globally,	 this	 has	 prompted	 a	 search	 for	 new	 tools	 and	
methods	 to	 enhance	 planning	 practice	 and	 policy	 development,	 often	 involving	 more	
collaborative	 and	 relational	 approaches	 based	 on	 democratic,	 system	 innovation	 and	
deliberative	processes	(Healey	2007a;	Healey	1997;	Grin,	Rotmans,	and	Schot	2010).	Principally	
in	Europe,	transitions	approaches	have	developed,	 in	part,	due	to	a	perceived	failure	of	urban	
and	regional	planning	and	attention	has	been	directed	to	examining	the	spatial	and	place‐based	
implications	 and	 dynamics	 of	 sustainable	 transitions	 other	 than	 the	 national	 level	 transition	
(Raven,	Schot,	&	Berkhout,	2003).		
Under	successive	Queensland	governments	the	regional	plans	and	planning	system	have	
been	reviewed	several	times,	often	aiming	to	simplify	the	planning	system	(Steele	and	Dodson	
2014).	The	Queensland	government	has	produced	three	versions	of	the	South	East	Queensland	
Regional	Plan	(SEQRP)	with	 the	 first	plan	released	 in	2005,	a	subsequent	revision	released	 in	
2009	 and	 a	 second	 revision	 due	 in	 2017.	 As	 part	 of	 the	 state’s	 regional	 planning	 program,	
infrastructure	planning	was	also	initiated	at	the	regional	level.	The	regional	plans	recognise	the	
multifaceted	 role	 infrastructure	 plays	 in	 regions,	 particularly	 as	 a	 contributor	 to	 economic	
growth,	job	creation,	competitiveness,	urban	form	and	liveability.	Each	regional	plan	responds	
to	 and	 informs	 the	 state	 government’s	 priorities	 for	 infrastructure	 and	 transport,	 which	 are	
articulated	in	other	regional	and	state	policies.		
The	key	question	addressed	 is	whether	 regional	planning	 in	 south	east	Queensland	 is	
playing	a	role	in	sustainable	infrastructure	system	transitions	as	understood	through	the	lens	of	
sustainable	 transitions	 theory	and	research.	This	 is	significant	as	 transitions	and	planning	are	
not	 commensurate,	 although	 they	 share	 a	 future	 orientation	 and	 adherence	 to	 sustainable	
development.	 Sustainability	 and	 climate	 change	 adaptation	 are	 understood	 globally	 as	urgent	
with	 a	 limited	 horizon	 for	 achieving	 mitigation,	 adaptation	 and	 resilience,	 while	 addressing	
other	impacts	of	human	activity	which	are	eroding	planetary	life	support	systems	(Steffen	et	al.,	
2005).	 Change	 through	 planning	 and	 the	 built	 environment	 is	 understood	 as	 long	 term,	 slow	
and	incremental	(Matthews,	2013;	Meadowcroft,	1999;	Truffer,	Störmer,	Maurer,	&	Ruef,	2010).	
Sustainable	transitions	theory	argues	that	transitions	can	be	steered	or	guided	but	not	planned	
and	that	planning	can	 limit	action	(Hendriks	&	Grin,	2007).	Therefore,	 in	 terms	of	addressing	
transitions,	planning	faces	challenges	such	as	engaging	non‐linear	and	evolutionary	processes	in	
which	 it	 is	 implicated.	 Given	 the	 focus	 on	 socio‐technical	 systems,	 the	 proposition	 is	 that	
regional	planning	is	enmeshed	in	dynamic	co‐evolutionary	and	systemic	relationships.	That	is,	
regional	planning	occurs	in	and	with	transitions	as	very	long	term	and	radical	changes	unfold	or	
pressures	 disrupt	 socio‐technical	 systems.	 The	 focus	 of	 this	 research	 is	 to	 situate	 planning	
within	 transitions	 to	understand	the	role	 it	plays	 in	 long	 term	transitions	which	are	currently	
regarded	as	necessary	and	pressing.		
For	 this	 research,	 the	 2005	 and	2009	 releases	 of	 the	 South	East	Queensland	Regional	
Plan	 are	 studied	 to	 identify	 how	 regional	 planning	 addresses	 sustainable	 socio‐technical	
transitions	over	time	in	relation	to	infrastructure	systems	and	specifically	in	relation	to	the	case	
of	 mobility.	 It	 does	 this	 by	 identifying	 policy	 storylines	 in	 the	 documents	 (Hajer,	 1995).	
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Transitions	 are	 dynamic	 and	 complex	 and	 are	 therefore	 not	 readily	 benchmarked	 as	 policy	
processes	 or	 reduced	 to	 a	 palette	 of	 preferred	 policy	 settings.	 The	 method	 merges	 policy	
discourse	 analysis	 (Hajer,	 1995)	 and	 the	multi‐level	 perspective	 (Geels	 2002;	 2010;	 Rip	 and	
Kemp	 1998)	 to	 reveal	 policy	 storylines	 that	 indicate	 tensions	 between	 transitions	 and	 path	
dependence.	The	multi‐level	perspective	is	developed	by	transitions	researchers	and	theorists	
to	analyse	transition	dynamics	and	pathways.	As	preliminary	research,	it	is	intentionally	limited	
for	testing	and	refinement	before	applying	to	the	broader	policy	discourse	context	in	south	east	
Queensland	which	includes	other	regional	level	policies	and	policy	networks.		
The	paper	will	first	present	an	overview	of	sustainable	transitions	and	path	dependence	
drawn	 from	key	 literatures	 and	 their	 relationship	 to	 planning	 and	 socio‐technical	 systems.	 It	
will	 then	 outline	 the	policy	 discourse	 analysis	 identifying	 key	 storylines	 and	 apply	 the	multi‐
level	 perspective	 to	 trace	 policy	 storylines	 in	 the	 case	 of	 mobility.	 It	 contributes	 to	 current	
research	 about	 transitions	 by	 examining	 the	 regional	 plans	 in	 terms	 of	 socio‐technical	
transitions,	 not	 just	 path	 dependence,	 recognising	 that	 path	 dependence	 and	 transitions	 are	
highly	 connected	 processes.	 Because	 transitions	 involve	 long	 term,	 sustainable	 and	 radical	
socio‐technical	 change	 that	ultimately	 stabilises,	 it	 is	 useful	 to	 test	 this	method	over	multiple	
iterations	of	policy	to	examine	how	the	storylines	of	the	plans	establish	pathways.		
	
2	 Literature	Review	
	
This	 literature	 review	 provides	 an	 overview	 of	 transitions	 research	 and	 theory	 as	 well	 as	
research	that	examines	relationships	between	planning,	infrastructure	systems	and	transitions.	
In	policy	development,	large	scale	transitions	can	refer	to	several	conditions	including	economic	
transition	 from	 industrial	 to	 service	 orientation	 and	 other	 economic	 restructuring,	 or	 digital	
transition	 referring	 to	 the	 disruptive	 nature	 of	 digital	 technologies.	 It	 can	 also	 refer	 to	
transitions	responsive	to	carbon	dependence	and	socio‐ecological	degradation.	In	this	research,	
transitions	 refers	 to	 sustainable	 transitions	which	 are	 understood	 as	 having	major	 economic	
impacts	 in	 their	 restructuring	 of	 economic	 and	 socio‐economic	 activity	 to	 address	 ecological	
and	 socio‐ecological	 priorities	 (Grin,	Rotmans,	 and	 Schot	2010;	 Loorbach	 and	Rotmans	2006;	
Rip	and	Kemp	1998).	This	presents	a	radically	different	narrative	for	regional	development	and	
planning	which	focuses	on	population	management	and	economic	growth.	Transition	theory	is	
an	 emerging	 and	 growing	 area	 of	 research,	which	 envelops	 systems,	 evolutionary	 economics,	
governance,	 innovation	 and	 complexity	 theories	 (Markard,	 Raven,	 and	 Truffer	 2012;	 Geels,	
Elzen,	and	Green	2004;	Truffer	2008).		
Transitions	occur	through	both	incremental	and	multi‐dimensional	momentum	towards	
radical	 change	 involving	 learning	 and	 experiment.	 Sustainable	 transitions	 involve	 system	
innovations	that	trigger	whole‐of‐system	changes,	not	just	system	improvements,	as	can	be	the	
result	of	urban	and	regional	planning	(Smith,	Stirling,	and	Berkhout	2005;	Geels	2004a;	Kemp	
and	Loorbach	2005).	Sustainable	transitions	also	involve	a	“quest	for	new	value	systems”	(Grin,	
Rotmans,	and	Schot	2010,	3)	and	are	attentive	to	path	development	(Kemp	&	Loorbach,	2005,	p.	
5).	 As	 an	 evolutionary	 concept,	 paths	 are	 embedded	 in	 transitions,	 imbuing	 a	 processual	
dynamic	 and	metaphor	 that	 implicate	 spatial	 and	 scalar	 perspectives.	 Sustainable	 transitions	
theory	 and	 research	 are	 particularly	 concerned	 with	 large	 technical	 systems	 or	 socio‐
technological	 systems,	 which	 are	 formed	 through	 the	 interdependence	 and	 interaction	 of	
society	and	technologies,	often	as	a	system	of	systems	(Kaijser,	2005).	Technology	does	not	exist	
in	isolation	from	society,	social	behaviours	and	social	institutions	–	it	both	shapes	society	and	is	
shaped	by	society	(Hughes,	1987).	Systemic	and	network	 relationships	co‐evolve	with	society	
and	technology,	 including	policy	and	 institutional	change	(Geels	2002;	Hughes	1987;	Markard	
2011).	 Drawing	 on	 sustainability	 and	 sustainable	 development	 theory,	 transitions	 theory	 has	
been	 seeded	 in	 sustainability‐based	 innovation	 such	 as	 eco‐efficiency,	 decoupling	materiality	
and	 environmental	 impact,	 eco‐innovation	 and	 eco‐modernisation	 schools	 of	 thought	 (Ravetz	
2000;	Hajer	1995;	Newton	and	Bai	2008;	Brown	2014;	Swilling	et	al.	2013).		
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Incumbent	 technologies,	 organisations	 and	 infrastructures	 can	 be	 privileged	 in	 policy	
and	decision	making	 about	 socio‐technical	 systems	 and	 reinforce	 existing	development	 paths	
and	dependencies,	also	understood	as	path	dependence	and	lock‐in.	Consequently,	systems	can	
experience	 inertia	 that	 can	 prevent	 adaptation	 and	 innovation,	 particularly	 system	 dynamics	
that	can	reinforce	unsustainable	socio‐spatial	development	trajectories,	such	as	private	vehicle	
and	fossil	fuel	reliance	(Frantzeskaki	&	Loorbach,	2010;	Ulli‐Beer,	2013).	Path	dependence	and	
lock‐in	receive	attention	in	planning	research	and	planning	history	as	inhibiting	adaptation	and	
resilience	(Low	&	Astle,	2009;	Matthews,	2013;	Troy,	1999).	Planning	plays	an	explicit	role	 in	
urban	and	regional	path	dependence	and	development	given	the	nature	of	planning	and	policy	
cycles	through	which	plans	are	updated	and	establish	programs	of	public	works	over	time.	As	a	
form	of	spatial	strategic	planning,	regional	plans		can	play	a	significant	role	in	policy	integration	
(Ziafati	 Bafarasat,	 2014).	 Internationally,	 connections	 between	 strategic	 spatial	 planning,	
sustainable	 transitions	 and	 socio‐technical	 systems	 are	 under	 investigation	 with	 particular	
focus	on	the	relationship	between	path	dependence	and	planning.	Several	studies	and	critiques	
conclude	 with	 an	 emphasis	 on	 reflexive,	 exploratory,	 participatory	 and	 discursive	 tools,	
processes	and	paths	that	would	represent	a	change	in	planning	processes,	institutional	capacity	
and	stakeholder	relations	(Truffer	et	al.	2010b;	Malekpour,	Brown,	and	de	Haan	2015;	Störmer	
et	 al.	2009;	Dooms,	Verbeke,	 and	Haezendonck	2013).	Where	planning	 focuses	on	end‐states,	
transitions	 theory	 and	 research	 focus	 on	 paths,	with	 greater	 attention	 directed	 towards	 path	
shaping,	experimentation	and	radical	change	than	end‐states	(Kemp,	2015).			
Path	dependency	is	a	recurring	theme	in	planning	research	and	theory	in	the	Australian	
regional	 and	 urban	 planning	 context	 (Bunker	 &	 Searle,	 2009;	 Bunker,	 2012;	 Dodson,	 2009;	
Matthews,	2013;	Troy,	1999).	It	has	been	researched,	problematised	and	critiqued	in	relation	to	
a	range	of	pressures,	wicked	problems	and	socio‐technical	regimes,	such	as	urban	land	use	and	
structure	(Troy,	2004),	transport	planning	and	policy	(Low	&	Astle,	2009;	Low,	Gleeson,	&	Rush,	
2005),	 automobility	 and	 carbon	 lock‐in	 (Newton	 &	 Bai,	 2008),	 active	 transport	 and	 healthy	
places	(Hensley,	Mateo‐Babiano,	&	Minnery,	2014),	and	water	management	(Farrelly	&	Brown,	
2011).	 Several	 studies	 affirm	 that	 strategic	 planning	 tends	 to	 affirm	 existing	 infrastructure	
configurations	 and	 investments.	 It	 displays	 a	 preference	 for	 incremental	 or	 reproductive	
improvements	 to	 the	 existing	 socio‐technical	 regime	 and	 fails	 to	 explore	 system	 alternatives	
(Störmer	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Truffer	 et	 al.,	 2010)	 as	 well	 as	 inhibits	 sustainable	 infrastructure	
development	 (Malekpour	et	 al.,	2015).	 Specific	path	dependencies	have	been	 identified	 in	 the	
South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plan,	especially	in	relation	to	climate	change	adaptation	(Abel	et	
al.,	2011;	Matthews,	2013).		
Regional	and	spatial	responses	to	reshaping	unsustainable	development	pathways	and	
path	 dependence	 are	 an	 essential	 aspect	 of	 sustainable	 transitions,	 but	 are	 not	 extensively	
researched	(Coenen,	Benneworth,	&	Truffer,	2012;	Coenen	&	Truffer,	2012;	Hansen	&	Coenen,	
2013).	 Transitions	 research	 focuses	 on	 urban	 and	 sectoral	 (or	 infrastructural)	 systems	 with	
cities	proposed	as	likely	locations	and	proponents	of	transitions	given	their	agglomeration	and	
networks	of	resources,	knowledge	and	institutions	(Hodson	and	Marvin	2009;	2010).	Regions,	
like	other	spatial	scales,	have	a	distinct	role	to	play	in	relation	to	socio‐technological	networks	
(Raven,	 Schot,	&	Berkhout,	 2012).	 This	 involves	 both	 locational	 and	 interrelational	 attributes	
that	facilitate	a	multi‐scalar	and	relative	account	of	socio‐technical	systems	(Hansen	&	Coenen,	
2014;	Raven	et	al.,	2012).	Dodson	(2009)	identifies	an	‘infrastructure	turn’	in	regional	planning	
that	 results	 from	 the	 spatial	 restructuring	 which	 has	 triggered	 urban	 splintering	 (Graham	 &	
Marvin,	 2001)	 as	 well	 as	 connection	 (Neal	 2013)	 or	 network	 (Castells	 1996).	 In	 so	 saying,	
infrastructure	has	become	the	preferred	means	by	which	spatial	arrangements	are	altered.	That	
is,	 infrastructuralism	 (Marshall,	 2011)	 has	 emerged	 and	 rather	 than	 integrated	 in	 spatial	
planning	or	socio‐technical	systems,	 infrastructure	and	infrastructure	plans	are	extricated	and	
prioritised	by	politics,	budgetary	processes	and	processes	external	to	planning	(Bunker,	2012;	
Hale,	 2011).	 Consequently,	 planning	 occurs	 in	 response	 to	 infrastructural	 interventions	 and	
projects.	 These	 tendencies	 are	 not	 unique	 in	 Australia	 and,	 globally,	 have	 resulted	 in	
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fragmentation	 in	 urban	 and	 regional	 contexts	 where	 projects,	 such	 as	 renewal	 and	
infrastructure	 initiatives,	have	assumed	precedence	over	strategic	spatial	planning	(Albrechts,	
Healey,	and	Kunzmann	2003;	Marshall	2011).	
Infrastructure	systems	are	regarded	as	 inflexible,	difficult	 to	change	and	vulnerable	 to	
path	dependence	and	lock‐in	(Markard,	2011)	and	this	can	result	in	inertia	for	many	cities	and	
regions	 which	 are	 heavily	 reliant	 on	 these	 systems.	 In	 the	 regional	 or	 urban	 setting,	 path	
dependence	assures	some	semblance	of	stability	for	large	and	complex	systems	and	protects	the	
longevity	 of	 major	 public	 and	 private	 investments	 and	 assets	 (Egyedi	 &	 Spirco,	 2011;	
Frantzeskaki	 &	 Loorbach,	 2010).	 Incumbent	 technologies	 also	 inform	 planning	 with	 various	
spatial	 arrangements	 prevailing	 as	 a	 result	 of	 complex	 infrastructural	 assemblages	 that	
reinforce	 lock‐in.	 As	 infrastructure	 and	 socio‐technological	 relations	 become	 entrenched	 as	
regimes,	 complex	 problems	 can	 emerge	 especially	 where	 shocks,	 for	 example	 resulting	 from	
peak	oil	and	climate	change,	are	anticipated.	In	response	to	these	path	dependent	and	locked‐in	
situations,	 as	 Egyedi	 and	 Spirco	 (2011,	 p.	 948)	 note,	 strategic	 interventions	 addressing	 de‐
entrenchment,	niche	management,	momentum	and	alternative	path	creation	are	emerging.		
In	 transitions	 literature,	 infrastructure	 is	examined	as	socio‐technological	networks	or	
‘infrasystems’	 (Castán	 Broto,	 Glendinning,	 Dewberry,	Walsh,	 &	 Powell,	 2013;	 Frantzeskaki	 &	
Loorbach,	 2010)	 that	 shape	 regimes.	 In	distinguishing	between	 infrastructure	 systems,	 socio‐
technological	 systems	 and	 infrastructure,	 Frantzeskaki	 and	 Loorbach	 (2010)	 propose	 that	
infrastructure	systems	are	a	 type	of	socio‐technological	 system	or	 large	 technical	system	and,	
given	 their	 networked	 and	 complex	 nature,	 are	 better	 described	 as	 ‘infrasystems’	 (Jonsson,	
2000;	 Kaijser,	 2005).	 Infrastructure	 refers	 to	 the	 hardware,	 the	 material	 elements	 of	
infrastructure	 systems,	 and	 infrasystems	 refers	 to	 both	 the	 hardware	 and	 software	 of	 the	
infrastructure	 system	 comprised	 of	 material,	 institutional	 and	 social	 elements	 and	 relations.	
Such	 large	 systems	 are	 agglomerations	 of	 cultural,	 social,	 technological	 and	 organisational	
infrastructures	 and	 processes.	 Infrasystems	 are	 comprised	 of	 and	 formative	 of	 relationships	
that	 shape	 developmental	 pathway	 in	 cities	 and	 regions.	 The	 planning	 attitude	 to	 socio‐
technical	 transitions	 for	 sustainable	 development	 in	 the	 Australian	 context	 warrants	 further	
attention	 as	 there	 are	 indications	 that	 infrastructure	 planning	 not	 only	 contributes	 to	
infrasystem	 path	 dependence,	 but	 discounts	 future	 options	 (Dodson,	 2009;	 Monstadt,	 2009;	
Neuman,	2011;	Regan,	2010;	Todes,	2012).		
In	acknowledging	 changing	socio‐economic	drivers	of	 growth	and	urbanisation,	 Steele	
and	Dodson	(2014,	p.	148)	warn	of	likely	missed	opportunities	to	improve	the	state’s	planning	
system	 while	 development	 activity	 had	 abated.	 In	 their	 analysis	 of	 the	 recent	 history	 of	
Queensland	planning	reform,	Steele	and	Dodson	(2014,	p.	149)	also	found	the	reforms	to	2014	
were	 focused	on	 the	 “velocity	of	urbanisation	 rather	 than	 its	dynamics”	and	 failed	 to	 address	
substantive	 and	 ongoing	 issues	 such	 as	 “infrastructure	 financing,	 housing	 affordability,	
environmental	 integrity	 and	 ecomodernisation	 of	 development”.	 This	 tendency	 in	 planning	
reform	also	 indicates	 that	 the	reforms	have	been	 insufficient	 to	shift	entrenched	and	complex	
problems	 facing	 cities	 and	 regions.	 Such	 problems	 are	 unlikely	 to	 be	 addressed	 by	 removing	
regulatory	controls	or	expediting	development	approvals.	 In	 this	context,	greater	engagement	
with	sustainability	 issues,	problem	solving	and	strategic	approaches	 in	planning	that	promote	
variation	and	adaption	are	required	(Steele	&	Ruming,	2012;	Swanson	&	Bhadwal,	2009).	Such	
contemporary	critiques	of	Queensland’s	planning	indicate	that	it	holds	a	significant	institutional	
space	and	authority.		
Path	dependence	and	socio‐technical	transitions	do	not	form	an	oppositional	binary	and	
are	 intricately	 connected	 as	 transitions	 processes	 are	 designed	 to	 co‐evolve	 with	 incumbent	
development	paths	and	settle	 into	new	development	pathways	or	regimes.	Recent	research	in	
sustainable	 transitions	 is	 focusing	 on	 regime	 dynamics	 such	 as	 power	 (Geels	 2010),	 regime	
resistance	 (Geels	 2014)	 and	 discursive	 destabilisation	 (Bosman,	 Loorbach,	 Frantzeskaki,	 &	
Pistorius,	2014)	to	reveal	more	complex	pathways	and	processes.	The	challenge	of	infrasystem	
transition,	 as	 a	 socio‐technological	 transition,	 is	 in	 part	 a	 regional	 planning	 challenge	where	
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system	 innovation	 needs	 some	 address,	 particularly	 in	 relation	 to	 breaking	 persistent	
unsustainable	paths	and	creating	alternative	development	trajectories.	However,	not	all	aspects	
of	transitions	and	pathway	changes	can	be	articulated	or	represented	in	regional	plans.	At	the	
level	of	urban	and	regional	governance	and	planning,	Hodson	et	al.	(2012,	p.	795)	stress	three	
main	 considerations	 in	 relation	 to	 transition:	 “the	 degree	 of	 regime	 change	 required,	 the	
capability	to	enact	such	changes,	and	the	ways	in	which	there	would	be	common	understanding	
of	 the	 outcomes”.	 This	 requires	 a	 shared	 understanding	 of	 sustainability	 and	 sustainable	
development	among	 stakeholders	who	are	able	 to	 identify	windows	of	 opportunity	 for	 socio‐
technical	and	system	innovation	across	multi‐level	dynamics	in	diverse	policy	arenas	(Geels	and	
Kemp	2007,	445).		
	
3	 Methodology	
	
Sustainable	 transitions	 research	 has	 involved	 methodological	 innovation	 including	 the	
development	of	research	and	practice	based	tools	to	facilitate	analysis,	such	as	the	multi‐level	
perspective.	 It	 has	 been	 used	 to	 analyse	 socio‐technical	 systems	 and	 policies	 by	 approaching	
transitions	as	resulting	from	the	relations	between	and	dynamics	of	socio‐technical	systems	at	
three	 levels:	 regimes,	 niches	 and	 landscapes.	 As	 an	 analytical	 framework,	 the	 multi‐level	
perspective	was	developed	by	Rip	and	Kemp	(1998)	with	significant	subsequent	research	and	
development	by	Geels	and	collaborators	(e.g.	Geels	2002;	Geels	and	Schot	2007)	as	a	means	for	
analysing	 socio‐technical	 systems	 and	 system	 innovation.	 At	 the	 niche	 level,	 novelties	 and	
experiments	develop.	At	 the	regime	 level,	 systems	settle,	 interact	and	stabilise.	The	 landscape	
level	 involves	more	 persistent	 processes	 such	 as	 cultural,	 demographic,	 market	 and	 political	
dynamics.	 The	 three	 levels	 are	 nested	 and	 each	 level	 pertains	 to	 a	 diverse	 socio‐technical	
configuration	 or	 assemblage.	 As	 a	 process	 theory,	 the	 multi‐level	 perspective	 stresses	 co‐
evolution	of	and	interaction	within	and	between	the	three	levels,	meaning	that	it	does	not	trace	
linear	 causality.	 As	 the	 three	 levels	 interact,	 they	 can	 align	 resulting	 in	 the	 appearance	 of	
windows	of	opportunity	for	transitions.	Its	architects	stress	that	it	is	‘not	a	theory	of	everything’	
and	 needs	 to	 be	 complemented	 with	 other,	 more	 specific,	 theories	 (Geels	 and	 Schot	 2007).	
Sustainable	transitions	is	focused	on	innovation	and	regime	change,	which	can	be	evolutionary	
or	disruptive	resulting	from	pressures	and	innovations	in	the	niche	and	landscape	level.	
The	 multi‐level	 perspective	 has	 been	 applied	 in	 scholarship	 examining	 regional	 and	
urban	policy	and	transitions	and	has	been	found	to	be	applicable	for	assessing	urban	policy	and	
strategy	(Hodson	&	Marvin,	2009)	as	well	as	innovation	policy	(Kern,	2012).	Regional	transition	
storylines	and	visions	have	been	analysed	to	reveal	the	relationship	to	the	spatial	or	territorial	
context	of	discourse	and	 the	power	of	 regionally	based	guiding	visions	addressing	 transitions	
(Rohracher	 &	 Späth,	 2013;	 Späth	 &	 Rohracher,	 2010).	 As	 well,	 specific	 socio‐technical	
transitions	 have	 been	 examined	 using	 the	 multi‐level	 perspective	 including	 transport	 (Geels	
2012)	and	energy	(Verbong	&	Geels,	2007).	Discourse	and	policy	storylines	are	also	integrated	
into	 transitions	 research	 methods	 to	 trace	 transition	 storylines	 (Smith	 &	 Kern,	 2009)	 and	
discursive	regime	destabilisation	(Bosman	et	al.,	2014).	
The	 policy	 discourse	 analysis	 commenced	 with	 an	 examination	 of	 both	 South	 East	
Queensland	 Regional	 Plans.	 For	 Hajer,	 policy	 storylines	 reveal	 institutional	 preferences	 and	
narratives	 that	 drive,	 enable	 or	 hinder	 development	 pathways.	 Hajer	 emphasises	 storylines,	
which	he	describes	as	“narratives	on	social	reality	through	which	elements	from	many	different	
domains	are	combined	and	that	provide	actors	with	a	set	of	symbolic	references	that	suggest	a	
common	understanding”	(1995,	p.	62).	The	storyline	concept	is	used	to	identify	policy	pathways	
that	can	inhibit	and	enable	transitions.	The	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plans	are	examined	
for	 key	 storylines	 and,	 after	 applying	 the	multi‐level	 perspective,	 for	 transition	 storylines	 in	
mobility	 systems	 at	 the	 regional	 scale.	 The	 intent	 is	 to	 consider	 this	 approach	 as	 a	 way	 of	
examining	 the	 relationship	 between	 regional	 planning,	 infrasystems,	 path	 dependence	 and	
transitions.	Planning	is	a	site	of	discourse	construction	and	structuring,	and	a	discourse	analysis	
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of	 the	 plans	 offers	 insight	 into	 how	 the	 discourse	 changes	 over	 time	 and	 storylines	 as	 they	
emerge	from	policy	documents.		
The	parts	of	the	plan	that	were	relevant	and	specific	to	infrastructure	and	mobility	were	
studied	 and	 analysed	 in	 an	 iterative	 coding	 process	 using	 NVivo.	 The	 analysis	 of	 the	 policy	
discourse	involved	multiple	and	iterative	cycles	of	coding,	an	open	coding	process	followed	by	
axial	coding.	Where	the	initial	coding	identified	key	themes,	concepts,	ideas	and	storylines,	the	
axial	coding	was	 intended	to	 identify	 tensions	 in	 the	policy	discourse	and	storylines	that	both	
affirmed	 and	 challenged	 regimes.	 The	 axial	 coding	 addressed	 the	 tensions	 between	
reproduction	 and	 transitions	 in	 the	 transport	 infrastructure	 system	 with	 a	 view	 to	
understanding	 the	 role	of	 regional	planning	 in	 transitions	and	 the	 types	of	pathways	 that	are	
supporting	 through	 regional	 level	 planning	 in	 infrastructure	 systems,	 such	 as	 transport	 and	
mobility.	For	this	research,	this	involved	reassembling	coded	content	into	three	key	storylines	
and	further	reassembling	those	in	relation	to	multi‐level	perspective,	assigning	coded	material	a	
value	in	landscape,	regime	and/or	niche.	For	example,	references	to	‘climate	change’	in	the	plan	
were	 assigned	 a	 value	 in	 landscape	 dynamics	 such	 as	 ‘shock’	 or	 ‘endogenous	 conditions’.	
However,	 references	 to	 ‘reducing	 carbon	 emissions’	 were	 assigned	 a	 value	 in	 either	 regime	
and/or	niche	depending	on	their	context	 in	 the	plan,	such	as	a	policy	prescription	(regime),	a	
shift	 to	 subaltern	 regime	 technologies	 and	 practices	 (regime)	 or	 a	 socio‐technological	
innovation	 (niche).	 In	 this	 paper,	 the	 discourse	 of	 the	 regional	 plans	 is	 analysed	 to	 ascertain	
whether	 transition	 oriented	 infrastructure	 system	 storylines	 are	 developing	 over	 time	 in	 the	
regional	planning	context	in	the	case	of	mobility.	Coded	content	is	analysed	using	the	multi‐level	
perspective	to	develop	mobility	storylines.		
	
4	 South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plans	
	
4.1	 Background	
	
Regional	plans	in	Queensland	are	among	the	state’s	longest	horizon	policy	statements	and	they	
have	been	directed	towards	addressing	and	integrating	infrastructure	development	in	regions.	
They	 are	 statutory	 and	 are	 intended	 to	 provide	 lower	 levels	 of	 government	 and	 lower	 order	
plans	with	direction	and	scope	to	meet	regional	level	development	goals,	while	enabling	them	to	
address	 sustainability	 issues	 relative	 to	 local	 conditions.	 Queensland	 governments	 instated	
statutory	regional	plans	under	the	provisions	of	planning	legislation	with	the	introduction	of	the	
South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plan	2005‐2026	(SEQRP)	under	the	provisions	of	the	Integrated	
Planning	Act	1997.	Non‐statutory	growth	management	frameworks	were	introduced	in	the	mid	
1990s	with	a	non‐statutory	regional	plan	 introduced	 in	2001	(Abbott,	1995,	2001,	2011).	For	
the	purposes	of	 this	 research,	 the	 introduction	of	 statutory	planning	 is	 regarded	as	a	 “critical	
juncture”	(Pierson,	2000),	indicating	a	convergence	of	policy,	political	and	actor	intention	which	
intended	to	alter	the	regional	development	trajectory.		
South	 east	 Queensland	 is	 the	 most	 populous	 region	 in	 the	 state,	 with	 the	 region	
comprised	of	11	local	government	areas.	The	regional	plan	is	developed	with	specific	attention	
to	population	 growth	and	growth	management	 and	 in	 consultation	with	 local	 authorities	 and	
community.	The	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plan	2005‐2026	was	reviewed	in	2009	and	 is	
presently	under	review	and	due	for	release	in	2017.	Over	several	governments	the	policy	and	
regulatory	 relationship	 between	 regional	 planning,	 infrastructure	 planning	 and	 sustainability	
has	changed.	Even	though	separate	infrastructure	plans	have	been	produced	for	the	south	east	
region	 and	 the	 state,	 the	 South	 East	 Queensland	 Regional	 Plan	 includes	 specific	 policies	
addressing	 infrastructure	 planning	 to	 2031.	 Under	 the	 Palaszczuk	 Government	 (since	 2015),	
further	 planning	 reform	was	 instigated	 to	 address	 both	 regional	 planning	 and	 infrastructure	
development.		
The	 plans	 are	 hierarchically	 structured	 documents	 comprised	 of	 vision,	 strategic	
directions,	principles	and	policies.	In	terms	of	their	content,	the	key	policy	differences	between	
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them	 primarily	 highlight	 shifting	 emphases,	 reflecting	 changing	 awareness	 of	 pressures,	
challenges	 and	opportunities	 (Table	 1).	 The	plans	 share	 the	 same	 regional	 vision	 intended	 to	
guide	 development	 and	 planning	 schemes	 across	 local	 government	 areas	 that	 comprise	 the	
region.	The	plans	propose	a	“sustainable,	affordable,	prosperous	and	liveable”	region	which	will	
be	 comprised	 of	 inter‐connected	 communities	 served	 by	 “an	 extensive	 and	 efficient	 public	
transport	 system”	 (Queensland	 Government,	 2005,	 p.	 9,	 2009,	 p.	 10).	 The	 plan	 proposes	 to	
create	 “a	more	 sustainable	 future”.	 As	 high	 level	 strategic	 and	 statutory	 documents	 they	 are	
growth	management	strategies	addressing	rapid	population	growth	in	the	most	sustainable	way	
possible.	As	a	sustainable	growth	management	strategy,	the	plan	establishes	the	urban	footprint	
as	the	area	of	developed	and	developable	land	and	guides	local	government	planning	schemes.	
It	prioritises	 infrastructure	and	service	provision,	compact	urban	 form,	environmental	values,	
enhanced	quality	of	life,	diverse	economy	and	employment	opportunities	to	address	the	needs	
and	impacts	of	population	growth.		
	
Table	1:	Comparison	of	regional	policies	
SEQRP	2005‐2026	 SEQRP	2009‐2031
Regional	Policy	1:	Sustainability	 Regional	Policy	1:	Sustainability	and	Climate	
Change,	with	sub‐policies	that	address	reducing	
greenhouse	gas	emissions,	natural	hazards	and	
climate	change	adaptation,	and	responding	to	oil	
supply	vulnerability	
Regional	Policy	8:	Urban	Development Regional	Policy	8:	Compact	Settlement	
Regional	Policy	9:	Economic	Development Regional	Policy	9:	Employment	Location	
Regional	Policy	10:	 Infrastructure,	 Sub‐policy	10.1	
Leading	regional	growth	
Regional	Policy	10:	 Infrastructure,	 Sub‐policy	10.1	
Supporting	regional	growth	
		
4.2	 SEQRP	2005‐2026	
	
The	 SEQRP	 2005‐2026	 (Queensland	 Government,	 2005)	 outlines	 planning	 for	 population	
growth	as	its	primary	purpose	and	presents	predictive	population	growth	models	to	determine	
housing,	 infrastructure,	 service	 and	 employment	 needs	 tied	 to	 settlement	 pattern	 and	 urban	
form.	The	plan	makes	the	case	for	an	‘alternative	approach’	to	historic	and	current	patterns	of	
development,	 which	 has	 resulted	 in	 under‐occupied,	 low	 density	 settlement	 pattern,	
homogenous	 housing	 types	 and	 fragmented	 rural	 land	 and	 bushland.	 The	 SEQRP	 2005‐2026	
offers	the	alternative	of	managing	growth	and	change	rather	than	responding	to	it.	It	proposes	
that	a	more	compact	form	would	not	only	constrain	the	urban	footprint	and	direct	development	
to	 preferred	 locations,	 but	 also	 offer	 housing	 choice	 and	 environmental	 benefits.	 However,	 it	
does	this	under	the	pretence	of	‘the	community’	making	decisions	and	choices	about	‘trade‐offs’	
and	 its	 future	 (Queensland	 Government,	 2005,	 p.	 8).	 The	 plan	 acknowledges	 that	 historic	
choices	have	determined	development	patterns	and	impact	on	current	and	ongoing	options.	For	
example,	 it	 acknowledges	 “existing	 commitments,	 embedded	 infrastructure	 and	 community	
investment,	and	historic	patterns	of	development”	(Queensland	Government,	2005,	p.	8).		
Infrastructure	provision	and	sustainability	are	integral	to	the	regional	vision.	According	
to	the	plan,	infrastructure	will	guide	and	attract	development,	provide	necessary	services,	and	
shape	 and	 support	 the	 preferred	 settlement	 pattern	 and	 urban	 form.	 In	 particular,	 increased	
density	will	proximate	to	transport	infrastructure	and	growth	will	be	focused	on	infrastructure.	
The	 plan	 addresses	mobility	 through	 integrated	 transport	 and	 land	 use	 provisions	 including	
new	 public	 transport	 routes,	 corridors,	 transit	 nodes	 and	 transit	 oriented	 development.	 The	
plan	proposes	that	infrastructure	plays	a	settlement	shaping	and	service	role.	It	also	anticipated	
that	infrastructure	will	lead	development	rather	than	follow	it.		
Access	 to	 transport	 is	 acknowledged	 as	 a	 key	 factor	 in	 quality	 of	 life	 and	 regional	
competitiveness.	 The	 plan	 acknowledges	 that	 transport	 is	 a	 system	 and	 indicates	 the	 socio‐
technical	dynamics	of	this.	Transport	is	also	acknowledged	as	having	significant	socio‐ecological	
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impacts	particularly	in	relation	to	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	air	and	noise	pollution,	accidents	
and	congestion.	Private	car	use	dominates	the	transport	system	and	the	plan	acknowledges	that	
this	 is	 unlikely	 to	 abate	due	 to	urban	 form,	prioritised	 roads	 and	 access	 issues.	However,	 the	
plan	 proposes	 a	 series	 of	 measures	 to	 better	 integrate	 transport	 including	 enhanced	 public	
transport	 infrastructure	 and	 services	 and	 active	 transport	 (walking	 and	 cycling).	 There	 is	 a	
strong	 focus	 on	 land	use	 and	urban	 form,	 including	 increased	density	 and	 transit	 orientation	
around	public	transport	nodes	and	corridors.	Transport	efficiency	and	integration	will	also	be	
supported	through	compact	urban	form	and	self‐containment	of	travel	in	sub‐regions.		
The	plan	also	includes	a	sub‐principle	on	sustainable	transport	which	addresses	choice	
and	 access,	 including	 public	 transport	 provision,	 demand	 management,	 car	 dependence	 and	
travel	 behaviour,	 active	 transport,	 new	 technology	 and	 parking	 management.	 In	 terms	 of	
addressing	 environmental	 impact,	 the	 plan	 notes	 that	 reduction	 of	 private	 vehicle	 trips	 will	
improve	environmental	 outcomes	 and	 that	 infrastructure	 supports	 sustainability.	Urban	 form	
will	 be	 shaped	 through	 transport	 infrastructure	 sequencing	 and	 provision,	 enhancing	 travel	
choices	 and	 providing	 transport	 access	 early	 in	 emerging	 communities.	 Efficiency	 is	 a	 key	
consideration	with	policies	aiming	to	maximise	the	use	of	transport	assets,	protecting	key	sites	
and	 corridors,	 enhanced	 connectivity	 and	 networks,	 and	 enhanced	 coordination.	 Each	 of	 the	
sub‐regions	have	 specific	 transport	 needs	 and	 there	 is	 emphasis	 on	 self‐contained	 travel	 and	
enhanced	networks.	The	regional	plan	principally	focuses	on	enhanced	public	transport,	such	as	
busways	and	public	transport	spines	at	the	sub‐regional	level,	and	active	travel	in	a	context	of	
compact	urban	 form.	 	 The	 relationships	 are	 represented	 as	 linear	 and	deterministic	 in	 that	 a	
compact	urban	form	will	result	in	active	travel	and	public	transport	use,	and	that	public	transit	
nodes	and	corridors	support	denser	development.	The	development	of	a	regional	transport	plan	
is	also	proposed.			
	
4.3	 SEQRP	2009‐2031	
	
The	 2009	 revision	 of	 the	 SEQRP	 continues	 to	 focus	 on	 growth	 management	 with	 some	
refinement	of	policies	and	principles,	with	climate	change	noted	as	a	‘new	and	important’	issue.	
The	regional	vision	is	unchanged	and	affirms	a	generic	end‐state.	The	strategic	directions	in	the	
SEQRP	2009‐2031	(Queensland	Government,	2009)	reflect	greater	emphasis	on	compact	 form	
and	smart	growth.		
While	sustainability	continues	to	be	represented	as	a	balancing	of	social,	economic	and	
environmental	 factors,	 climate	 change	 and	oil	 vulnerability	 have	been	 included	 as	 key	 issues.	
This	 includes	attention	 to	mitigating	climate	 change	 through	 the	 reduction	of	 greenhouse	gas	
emissions	 and	 climate	 change	 adaptation	 strategies	 in	 response	 to	 the	 state	 strategic	 plan,	
Toward	Q2,	which	targeted	a	one‐third	reduction	of	carbon	emissions	by	2020	through	reduced	
car	and	electricity	use.	The	plan	also	stresses	the	need	to	address	vulnerability	of	oil	supply	by	
reducing	 car	 dependency	 through	 compact	 urban	 form	 and	 higher	 density	 development	 that	
supports	 public	 transport.	 Smart	 growth	 is	 introduced	 as	 a	 strategic	 direction	 and	 this	
emphasises	urban	redevelopment	and	infill	particularly	close	to	existing	facilities,	infrastructure	
and	transport	corridors	and	nodes.	The	provision	of	infrastructure	and	services	is	also	a	priority	
with	several	major	projects	noted.		
A	key	policy	is	greenhouse	gas	reduction	by	reducing	the	need	for	travel	and	increasing	
the	 enhancing	 access	 to	 active	 and	 public	 transport.	 At	 the	 time,	 transport	 was	 the	 second	
highest	 contributor	 to	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions.	 Planning	 approaches	 to	 addressing	 this	
include	a	 focus	on	 transit	oriented	development,	 intermodal	 transport	 and	provision	of	more	
public	transport,	as	well	as	reduction	of	length	and	number	of	trips	through	co‐located	facilities	
and	services.	The	plan	notes	maximising	 the	use	of	 low	emission	 technologies	 and	using	new	
technologies	 for	 road	 management.	 The	 Queensland	 government	 affirms	 its	 climate	 change	
strategy	and	its	specific	commitments	to	greenhouse	gas	reduction,	stating	that	the	SEQ	Climate	
Change	Management	Plan	will	integrate	regional	policies	that	reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	
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build	 resilience	 to	 natural	 hazards	 and	 climate	 change,	 and	 support	 “transition	 of	 the	 SEQ	
community	 to	 a	 low‐carbon	 future”	 (Queensland	 Government,	 2009,	 p.	 43).	 Oil	 supply	
vulnerability	is	also	new	in	this	iteration	of	the	regional	plan	with	acknowledgment	of	peak	oil	
and	projected	decline	of	 low‐cost	oil.	This	has	specific	 impacts	 in	the	transport	sector	and	car	
dependence.	 The	 plan	 proposes	 enhanced	 public	 transport	 and	 active	 transport	 while	 also	
minimising	 length	 of	 trips	 and	 frequency	 of	 trips	 by	 localising	 access	 to	 goods,	 services	 and	
employment.	 Further,	 transport	 infrastructure	 and	 service	 investment	 should	 reduce	 oil	
dependence.		
The	SEQRP	2009‐2031	proposes	a	compact	urban	structure	with	accessible	centres	and	
transit	 corridors	 that	 provide	 connectivity	 to	 employment.	 The	 plan	 proposes	 a	 consolidated	
urban	settlement	pattern	and	the	efficient	use	of	land.	This	is	a	refinement	of	the	previous	plan’s	
priorities	 for	 urban	 form	 and	 affirms	 that	 the	 historic	 pattern	 of	 development,	 described	 as	
sprawl,	 is	 not	 sustainable.	 Impacts	 from	 this	 pattern	 of	 development	 include	 congestion	 and	
longer	journeys	to	work.	The	plan	proposes	that	infill	and	redevelopment	together	with	mixed‐
use	will	result	in	more	efficient	use	of	infrastructure	and	land.	The	regional	plan	proposes	that	
enhanced	 land	use	will	 support	more	 efficient	 and	viable	public	 transport,	particularly	 in	 the	
form	of	transit	oriented	communities.	Transit	corridors	also	support	desired	settlement	pattern,	
particular	 where	 they	 attract	 mixed	 use,	 activity	 centres	 and	 employment	 activities.	 Transit	
oriented	development	is	prioritised	and	principles	are	provided.	Access	to	transport	is	a	major	
consideration	for	development	with	an	intention	of	sequencing	development	and	infrastructure	
provision.	New	public	 transport	routes,	 facilities	and	high	 frequency	services	as	well	as	active	
transport	routes,	parking	management	and	pedestrian	amenity	are	proposed.		
The	 SEQRP	 2009‐2031	 describes	 infrastructure	 as	 a	means	 of	 directing	 development,	
and	supporting	the	preferred	settlement	pattern	and	compact	development.	The	plan	identifies	
several	 challenges	 in	 addressing	 the	 relationship	 between	 development	 and	 infrastructure	
provision.	This	includes	making	better	use	of	existing	infrastructure	by	managing	demand	and	
delivering	 new	 development	 in	 infrastructure	 rich	 localities	 while	 addressing	 its	 risks	 and	
impacts	and	making	smart	decisions	about	upgrade,	maintenance	and	new	infrastructure.	The	
plan	 stresses	 sequenced	 infrastructure	 delivery.	 Demand	 management	 and	 influencing	
consumer	 behaviour	 will	 also	 ensure	 that	 existing	 infrastructure	 is	 better	 used	 while	
postponing	 the	 need	 for	 new	 infrastructure	 and	 services,	 protecting	 infrastructure	 sites	 and	
corridors	for	future	development	and	co‐location.		
An	 integrated	 transport	 system,	 including	 public	 transport	 and	 active	 transport,	 will	
support	a	connected	and	accessible	region	as	well	as	efficient	travel	and	compact	urban	growth.	
The	 plan	 recognises	 that	 car	 use	 in	 the	 region	 continues	 to	 grow	 and	 proposes	 making	
alternatives	 more	 attractive.	 SEQ	 is	 developing	 an	 integrated	 transport	 system	 with	 high	
frequency	bus	and	rail	services	proposed.	Transport	corridors	and	assets	will	be	protected	and	
efficiency	 enhanced	 to	 provide	 connectivity.	 The	 plan	 also	 proposes	 sustainable	 travel	 and	
improved	accessibility	and	 this	addresses	 the	objective	of	 reducing	greenhouse	gas	emissions	
and	 car	 dependency	 through	 public	 and	 active	 transport	 and	 infrastructure,	 providing	
information	 about	 travel	 choices,	 demand	 management	 and	 non‐transport	 solutions	 and	
supporting	 community	 transport	 services.	 The	 plan	 proposes	 transport	 investment	 that	
maximises	the	use	of	existing	infrastructure,	reduces	greenhouse	gas	emissions	and	addresses	
oil	 depletion	 vulnerability.	 This	 includes	 ensuring	 the	 transport	 system	 is	 resilient	 to	 oil	
depletion	and	climate	change	impacts.		
	
5.	 Analysis	
	
The	 two	versions	of	 the	plan	do	not	differ	significantly	(Table	1)	but	 the	differences	highlight	
shifts	 in	 the	 policy	 storylines.	 In	 2005,	 when	 the	 plan	 was	 first	 released,	 Queensland	 was	
experiencing	 significant	 benefits	 from	 a	 long	mining	 boom	 and	 relatively	 stable	 government.	
The	Labor	government	had	held	office	since	1998	and	the	Liberal	National	Coalition	had	been	in	
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office	 federally	 since	 1996.	 Planning	 reform	 was	 a	 key	 priority	 together	 with	 infrastructure	
provision	 in	 the	 face	 of	 rapid	 population	 growth	 in	 south	 east	 Queensland.	 The	 resultant	
regional	plan	reflected	a	need	to	ensure	integrated	infrastructure	and	land	use,	with	particular	
emphasis	on	housing,	urban	form	and	transport.	By	2009,	the	Global	Financial	Crisis	had	struck,	
significant	acceleration	of	climate	change	had	been	noted,	and	a	Federal	Labor	government	had	
been	 elected	 in	 2007	 on	 a	 platform	 including	 climate	 change	 adaptation,	 infrastructure	
investment,	and	urban	policy.		
The	 discourse	 analysis	 of	 the	 regional	 plans,	 resulting	 from	 cycles	 of	 open	 and	 axial	
coding,	 revealed	 three	 interrelated	 thematic	 storylines	 (Table	2)	 across	both	 iterations	of	 the	
SEQRP	as	articulations	or	extensions	of	compact	development,	which	has	a	sense	of	metaphor	or	
emblem	(Hajer,	1995).	Importantly,	normative	concepts	like	compact	development	and	transit	
oriented	 development	 have	 been	 criticised	 in	 planning	 theory	 as	 ‘empty	 signifiers’	 and	
‘fantasies’	 (Boelens,	 2010;	 Gunder	 &	 Hillier,	 2009)	 and	 too	 fuzzy	 (de	 Roo	 and	 Porter	 2007),	
offering	 prescriptive	 and	 solutions‐led	 approaches	 to	 urban	 problems	 in	 lieu	 of	 complex	
problem	solving	or	problem	searching.	The	first	storyline	is	change	with	particular	emphasis	on	
the	benefits	of	a	changing	pattern	of	settlement	given	the	growing	population	of	the	region	with	
an	emphasis	on	amenity	and	access.	It	involves	a	tension	in	that	change	is	warranted	in	order	to	
maintain	 lifestyle.	 Second,	 the	 plan	 presents	 a	 sustainability	 storyline	 which	 highlights	
institutional	awareness	of	sustainability	and	sustainable	development	for	achieving	balance	or	
equilibrium.	 It	also	suggests	a	 tension	between	choice	and	decisive	action.	The	third	storyline	
focuses	on	infrastructure,	as	a	major	element	of	urban	environments,	serves	multiple	purposes	
including	 the	 shaping	 of	 settlements	 and	 supporting	 sustainability.	 The	 relationship	 between	
sustainability	and	infrastructure	is	not	strongly	expressed.	While	the	storylines	across	the	two	
plans	 are	 not	 radically	 different,	 they	 highlight	 shifting	 institutional	 priorities,	 capacity	 and	
awareness	in	relation	to	regional	challenges,	opportunities	and	threats.		
The	regional	plans	address	a	regional	vision	that	is	aspirational	and	non‐specific	in	that	
it	proposes	general	end‐states	such	as	prosperity,	sustainability,	 liveability	and	environmental	
protection	‐	aspirations	that	are	common	to	many	cities	and	regions.	Specific	targets	are	noted	
in	the	plan,	including	dwelling	targets	set	by	the	regional	plan	and	emissions	reduction	targets	
set	 by	 higher	 level	 policies,	 indicating	 some	 amenability	 to	 transitions.	 However,	while	 these	
inform	 the	 planning	 response,	 they	 are	 not	 necessarily	 linked	 to	 an	 overarching	 sustainable	
transitions	 strategy	 even	 though	 the	 2009	 plan	 refers	 to	 the	 Draft	 SEQ	 Climate	 Change	
Management	Plan	which	proposes	“transition	to	a	low	carbon	future”	which	can	be	understood	
as	 an	 emerging	 storyline.	 	 Ostensibly,	 the	 regional	 plans	 direct	 towards	 addressing	 climate	
change	impacts	due	to	policies	from	other	levels	of	government	and	other	policies	developed	by	
the	 State	 Government.	 Addressing	 climate	 change	 fundamentally	 changes	 the	 response	 to	
sustainability	in	addressing	adaptation.		
South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plans	acknowledge	 the	principle	of	 sustainability	and	
ecologically	 sustainable	 development.	 In	 the	 2005	 plan,	 sustainability	 is	 characterised	 as	 a	
balancing	 activity	 and	 the	 measures	 taken	 to	 address	 this	 focus	 on	 compact	 and	 integrated	
development	within	a	designated	urban	footprint.	This	is	a	settlement	pattern	and	urban	form	
that	promotes	efficiency	and	 intensifies	existing	 land	and	 infrastructure	use	while	minimising	
the	need	for	land	and	infrastructure,	except	in	designated	areas.	This	focus	is	continued	into	the	
revision	of	the	plan	with	a	more	pointed	emphasis	of	compact	development	and	smart	growth	
as	 the	mainstay	of	 the	 settlement	pattern	and	urban	 form.	However,	 the	2009	revision	of	 the	
plan	also	addresses	specific	sustainability	risks	such	as	climate	change	and	oil	vulnerability	in	
terms	 of	 mitigation	 and	 resilience.	 The	 issues	 addressed	 by	 the	 plans,	 specifically	 climate	
change	and	oil	vulnerability,	are	potential	causes	of	major	shocks	if	action	to	mitigate,	adapt	and	
transform	 is	 not	 undertaken.	 The	 consideration	 of	 climate	 change	 in	 the	 2009	 revision	 has	
changed	 the	 way	 the	 plan	 addresses	 sustainability,	 although	 not	 the	 way	 it	 defines	
sustainability.	
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Table	2.	Dominant	Storylines	in	the	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plan	
	 SEQRP	2005‐2026 SEQRP	2009‐2031	
Change		 Rapid	population	growth	necessitates	a	
different	approach	to	managing	
settlement	in	order	to	maintain	our	
lifestyle;	there	is	a	focus	on	compact	
development	as	a	corrective	and	positive	
alternative	to	historic	patterns	of	
development.		
Continuing	population	growth	together	
with	threats	like	climate	change	and	oil	
supply	vulnerability	is	a	pressing	
challenge	to	our	lifestyles	and	to	
managing	change,	including	compact	
development	and	smart	growth.	
Sustainability	 Sustainability	involves	balancing	social,	
economic	and	environmental	impacts	of	
development.	Choices	and	alternatives	
are	available	to	the	community.	
Sustainability	involves	balancing	social,	
economic	and	environmental	impacts	of	
development,	but	major	threats	such	as	
climate	change	and	peak	oil	are	posing	
risks	that	require	adaptation	and	
mitigation.	Decisive	action	is	necessary	
for	a	transition	to	a	low	carbon	future.	
Infrastructure	 Infrastructure	plays	a	settlement	
shaping	and	service	role,	as	well	as	
attracts	development.	Infrastructure	will	
lead	development	rather	than	follow	it.		
Infrastructure	supports	the	preferred	
settlement	pattern	and	compact	
development.	There	is	a	need	to	make	
better	use	of	existing	infrastructure	by	
managing	demand	and	delivering	new	
development	in	infrastructure	rich	
localities	and	making	smart	decisions	
about	upgrade,	maintenance	and	new	
infrastructure.	Infrastructure	is	seen	as	a	
means	of	directing	development	and	
influencing	settlement	patterns	and	
urban	form	with	specific	infrastructure	
sectors	targeted	for	reducing	carbon	
emissions	and	transition	to	a	low	carbon	
future.	The	plan	stresses	sequenced	
infrastructure	delivery.	
	
In	 the	 regional	 plans,	 infrastructure	 plays	 a	 role	 of	 shaping	 the	 settlement	 pattern,	
supporting	 compact	 form,	 supporting	 sustainability,	 providing	 services	 and	 enhancing	
competitiveness.	 Dodson	 has	 analysed	 this	 as	 the	 “infrastructure	 turn”	 (Dodson,	 2009).	 The	
regional	 plan	 sets	 out	 principles	 and	 polices	 for	 infrastructure	 planning	 and	 coordination,	
identifying	 the	 need	 for	 low	 carbon	 emissions	 across	 all	 infrastructure	 systems	 including	
transport.	 In	 the	2005	plan,	 infrastructure	 leads	and	attracts	development	and	 the	2009	plan	
emphasised	 sequencing	 with	 development	 and	 maximising	 use	 of	 and	 upgrading	 existing	
infrastructure	 assets.	 Networks	 and	 associated	 structures,	 such	 as	 corridors	 and	 nodes,	 are	
important	 and	 repeated	 concepts	 in	 the	 plan	 and	 refer	 to	 modes	 of	 transport	 and	 activity	
centres.	While	the	plans	refer	to	networks,	there	is	a	tendency	to	address	planned	infrastructure	
as	 projects,	 such	 as	 a	 road	 upgrade	 or	 a	 busway.	 The	 plans	 also	 focus	 on	 efficiency	 and	
effectiveness	indicating	that	optimisation	and	increased	capacity	rather	than	transition	is	their	
objective.	 Transitions	 would	 potentially	 require	 radically	 different	 forms,	 institutions,	
assemblages	and	practices	of	transport.		
	
5.1	 Multi‐Level	Perspective		
	
In	undertaking	a	multi‐level	perspective	analysis	of	the	regional	plan,	the	intention	is	to	explore	
the	 SEQ	 regional	 plans	 in	 relation	 to	 transitions	 having	 identified	 an	 emerging	 transitions	
storyline.	 This	 involves	 addressing	 mobility	 as	 an	 ‘infrasystem’	 and	 examining	 what	 has	
changed	in	or	emerged	from	infrasystem	planning	discourse	over	several	iterations	of	the	plan.	
The	mobility	system	 is	also	examined	 from	a	 socio‐technical	perspective,	 recognising	 that	 the	
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regional	plans	are	policies	that	are	embedded	in	social	institutions	and	infrasystems	comprised	
of	policies,	actors,	technologies	and	consumers.	Frantzeskaki	and	Loorbach	(2010)	propose	that	
“[c]o‐evolution	 of	 infrasystems	 and	 societal	 context	 means	 that	 societal	 preferences,	 norms,	
expectations,	and	practices	are	influencing	the	development	of	new	technologies,	adaptations	in	
infrastructures,	actual	management	and	operations,	and	vice	versa.”	The	socio‐technical	system	
perspective	 recognises	 that	mobility	 is	 complex	 and	 that	 societies,	 cities	 and	 regions	will	 not	
plan	 their	 way	 to	 sustainable	 mobility,	 but	 that	 planning	 can	 play	 a	 role	 in	 development	
pathways	 and	 sustainable	 transitions.	 Case	 studies	 of	 long	 term	 socio‐technical	 transitions	
occurring	over	decades	found	that	transitions	were	not	planned	but	that	planning	together	with	
other	system	arrangements	plays	a	role	in	stabilising	or	locking	in	regimes,	such	as	automobility	
(Geels	2002;	2012;	2012).	Frantzeskaki	and	Loorbach	(2010)	also	describe	infrasystem	types	as	
distributive	 (e.g.	 electricity),	 accumulative	 (e.g.	 waste)	 and	 communicative	 (e.g.	
telecommunications)	 systems.	 Transport	 is	 a	 communicative	 system	 that	 involves	
multidirectional	flows.		
Mobility	 systems	 are	 often	 evoked	 to	 demonstrate	 how	 incumbent	 regimes	 resist	
transition	(Hodson	and	Marvin	2009;	Loorbach	2010;	Smith,	Voß,	and	Grin	2010;	Geels	2002).	
The	 regime	 of	 ‘automobility’	 (Urry,	 2004),	 characterised	 by	 private	 vehicle	 and	 fossil	 fuel	
dependence,	 for	 example,	 has	 resulted	 in	 reliance	 on	 rigid	 spatial	 and	 infrastructure	
assemblages,	 such	 as	 low	density	 suburbs	and	highway	 investments	 (Newman	and	Kenworth	
1996;	 Dodson	 2014).	 While	 fossil	 fuel	 reliance	 experienced	 increasing	 returns	 in	 powering	
industrialisation	and	urbanisation	leading	to	lock‐in,	it	is	experiencing	diminishing	returns	due	
to	resource	scarcity	and	peak	oil	 (Newman,	Beatley,	and	Boyer	2009),	climate	change,	carbon	
lock‐in	 and	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 (Driscoll,	 2014;	 Maassen,	 2012;	 Unruh,	 2000,	 2002),	
environmental	 and	 human	 health	 (Hensley	 et	 al.,	 2014;	 Low	 &	 Astle,	 2009),	 and	 sunk	
infrastructure	development	and	maintenance	costs	in	supplying	and	maintaining	infrastructure	
to	 support	 sparse	 and	 sprawling	 settlement	 (Van	 Der	 Vooren,	 Alkemade,	 &	 Hekkert,	 2012).	
Fossil	 fuel	 reliance,	 for	 example,	 is	made	possible	 and	 strengthened	by	 a	 range	of	 regulatory,	
industrial,	 organisational,	 social,	 market	 and	 technological	 practices	 and	 processes.	 The	
relationships	are	probabilistic	and	non‐linear,	as	well	as	historical	(Wimmer	&	Kössler,	2006).	
In	planning	and	transitions	discourses,	these	co‐evolutionary	dependencies	are	characterised	as	
inertia	–	stable	and	continuous	rather	 than	transitioning	(Filion	et	al.	2015,	204;	Geels	2002).	
Driscoll’s	 (2014)	 examination	 of	 carbon	 lock‐in	 Copenhagen	 and	 Portland	 found	 that	 major	
infrastructure	 transport	 projects,	 specifically	 motorways,	 as	 planned	 solutions	 did	 not	 offer	
significant	 response	 to	 path	 dependence	 and	 carbon	 lock‐in,	 raising	 questions	 about	 how	
planners	and	planning	address	transitions.	Driscoll	found	signs	of	instability	in	relation	to	car‐
oriented	transport	infrastructure	which	may	present	windows	of	opportunity	for	planners	and	
planning	 to	 disrupt	 path	 dependence	 and	 the	 ‘automobility’	 hegemony.	 This	 indicates	 that	
planning	 may	 play	 a	 role	 in	 destabilising	 regimes	 by	 introducing	 transition	 storylines	 or	
otherwise	reconfiguring	regimes.		
Planning	 is	 criticised	 for	 its	 reliance	 on	 ‘predict	 and	 provide’	 approaches	 and	 this	 is	
evident	 in	 the	 regional	 plans	 which	 identify	 population	 trends	 and	 propose	 development	
responses	 to	 these	 projections	 (Driscoll,	 2014;	 Hale,	 2011).	 Much	 of	 the	 commentary	 about	
infrastructure	 in	 the	 plans	 is	 framed	 in	 terms	 of	 ‘provision’	 for	 a	 growing	 population	 and	 in	
terms	of	‘settlement	shaping’.	In	this	respect,	planning	can	tend	to	promote	incremental	change	
that	 is	 regime	 bound	 and	 reproductive	 rather	 than	 steering	 radical	 change	 which	 generally	
“emerges	outside	 regimes	 in	 relatively	protected	and	 isolated	niches”	 (Geels	and	Kemp	2012,	
58).	The	regional	plan	promotes	change	in	the	transport	system	to	principally	enhance	public	
and	 active	 transport,	 although	 other	measures	 are	 proposed,	 such	 as	 behaviour	 and	 demand	
management	 and	 non‐transport	 solutions.	 Theorists	 and	 researchers	 of	 transport	 and	
transitions	propose	that	automobility	 is	perhaps	the	most	difficult	regime	to	transition	due	to	
its	stability	and	that	a	sustainable	transition	cannot	be	assumed	(Kemp,	Geels,	&	Dudley,	2012).		
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5.2.1	 Landscape	
	
Landscape	 dynamics,	 as	 exogenous	 or	 cultural	 conditions,	 exert	 pressure	 on	 and	 influence	
regimes.	The	regional	plans	acknowledge	climate	change,	knowledge	economy	and	peak	oil	as	
major	challenges.	This	historic	pattern	of	development	and	spatial	structure	is	also	part	of	the	
landscape,	 including	investments	 in	existing	highway	and	road	 infrastructure	 intended	for	car	
use	 in	 a	 dispersed	 urban	 environment.	 The	 population	 growth	 trajectory	 could	 also	 reflect	
global	demographic	trends	of	urbanisation	and	population	mobility.	Other	aspects	of	landscape	
include	belief	systems	and	values	related	to	home	and	car	ownership	which	also	impact	regional	
spatial	 structure.	 Increasing	 engagement	 with	 digital	 technologies	 and	 globalisation	 is	 also	
highly	 disruptive	 in	 socio‐technical	 sectors	 such	 as	 transport	 and	 infrastructure	 through	
intelligent	systems	and	teleworking.	
The	regional	plans	are	tasked	with	growth	management	and	the	2009	plan	specifically	
addresses	the	issues	of	climate	change	and	peak	oil.	The	policy	storylines	accept	car	dominance	
in	the	transport	system,	and	seek	to	address	this	by	reducing	carbon	emissions	in	various	ways.	
Other	pressures	acknowledged	in	the	plans	include	housing	affordability	and	diversity,	natural	
disasters,	petrol	price	 fluctuation	and	 transport.	The	plans	acknowledge	a	 range	of	 landscape	
pressures	that	are	potentially	disruptive	and	may	require	radical	systems	change.		
	
5.1.2	 Regime	
	
Regimes	are	incumbent	and	embedded	systems	which	are	well‐established,	well	supported	and	
generally	 stable.	 Geels	 (2012,	 p.	 473)	 proposes	 regime	 as	 “an	 interpretive	 analytical	 concept,	
which	invites	the	analyst	to	investigate	the	‘deep	structure’	behind	activities,	e.g.	shared	beliefs,	
norms,	standardised	ways	of	doing	things,	heuristics,	and	rules	of	thumb”.		Regimes	are	rooted	
in	 society	 and	 place	 through	 deep	 structures,	 and	 innovation	 tends	 to	 be	 incremental	 and	
reproductive	due	to	stability	and	path	dependence,	although	some	regimes	and	socio‐technical	
systems	 can	 experience	 inertia	 (Fuenfschilling	 &	 Truffer,	 2014;	 Markard,	 2011).	 In	 regimes,	
change	“proceeds	relatively	predictably	 in	certain	directions,	giving	rise	to	stable	trajectories”	
(Geels	2012,	473).	Diverse	actors	participate	in	and	protect	regimes,	and	their	stake	in	regimes,	
including	 policy	 makers,	 government,	 corporations,	 professionals	 and	 professions,	 and	
consumers.	Other	regime	shapers	include	behavioural	and	rules	based	relations.		
Several	regimes	are	evident	in	the	regional	plan	and	planning,	such	as	land	use	regimes	
and	 infrastructure	 regimes,	 including	 transport,	 energy	 and	 waste.	 	 In	 turn,	 each	 of	 these	
regimes	 is	 comprised	 of	 other	 regimes	 and	 subsystems.	 Geels	 (2012,	 p.	 473)	 identifies	 the	
transport	domain	as	“not	just	one	regime	(automobility),	but	also	other	regimes	(e.g.	train,	tram,	
bus,	 cycling).	 These	 transport	 modes	 have	 been	 around	 for	 many	 decades,	 are	 carried	 by	
specific	 communities	 of	 actors	 that	 have	 developed	 institutionalised	 practices,	 beliefs,	
capabilities	 etc.”	Cycling	 in	 car	dominated	 transport	 systems	or	 the	automobility	 regime	does	
not	 represent	 an	 innovation,	 but	 rather	 a	 ‘subaltern	 regime’.	 In	 the	 context	 of	 SEQ	 planning,	
several	 subaltern	 regimes	 are	 enhanced	 in	 relation	 to	 automobility	 as	 car	 use	 maintains	 its	
dominance	in	a	reconfigured	transport	system.	The	subaltern	regimes	are	not	new	and	have	co‐
existed	 and	 co‐evolved	 in	 tandem	with	 automobility,	with	 public	 transit	 and	 active	 transport	
having	been	overtaken	by	automobiles.	The	automobility	 regime	has	been	examined	 in	detail	
(Urry,	2004)	and	demonstrates	various	 forms	of	path	dependence	and	lock‐in,	such	as	carbon	
lock‐in	(Newman,	2006;	2009;	Unruh,	2000,	2002).	
The	 plan	 aspires	 to	 integrated	 land	 use	 and	 transport,	 pointing	 to	 the	 mutual	
relationship	between	these	domains	that	invites	reduced	carbon	emissions	and	supports	other	
regional	 goals.	 Governments	 and	 infrastructure	 providers	 have	 focused	on	 road	 and	 highway	
construction	together	with	suburban	expansion	for	some	decades	as	citizens	aspired	to	both	car	
and	suburban	home	ownership,	demonstrating	a	more	negative	relationship	between	land	and	
car	use	(Low,	2011).	The	regional	plans,	as	relatively	new	policies	addressing	changing	spatial	
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conditions,	aim	to	direct	the	pattern	of	settlement	to	a	more	compact	form	in	distinctly	bounded	
localities	 in	 the	 region.	 The	 plan	proposes	 several	 strategies	 to	 support	 automobility	 and	 the	
dynamic	of	 subaltern	 regimes.	While	 car	use	 remains	dominant	 in	 the	25	year	horizon	of	 the	
plan,	 the	plan	 endeavours	 to	 shift	 some	of	 the	 transport	 activity	 to	 other	modes	 of	 transport	
through	 strategic	 investments.	 The	 plans	 endeavour	 to	 change	 the	 pattern	 of	 travel	 and	
configuration	of	socio‐technical	practices	by	expanding	choices,	co‐locating	facilities,	enhancing	
efficiency	 and	 connectivity,	 and	 managing	 demand	 or	 trip	 generation	 through	 socio‐spatial	
(compact	and	self‐containment)	and	infrastructural	arrangements.		
The	plans	 address	 the	 reasons	why	people	 travel,	 the	 relationships	 to	place	 and	 their	
need	 for	 access	 in	 a	 generic	 way.	 While	 it	 acknowledges	 different	 types	 of	 centres	 and	
settlements,	it	generally	treats	them	as	similar	and	fails	to	acknowledge	the	differences	between	
suburban	 and	 urban	 mobilities	 and/or	 socio‐technical	 assemblages	 (Dodson,	 2014).	 In	 this	
sense,	the	idea	of	mobilities	is	more	compelling	than	that	of	transport	or	transit	as	it	evokes	a	
plural	 and	 complex	 set	 of	 practices,	 places,	 actors	 and	 technologies	 (Sheller,	 2012).	 The	
refinements	from	the	2005	plan	to	the	2009	plan	consolidate	the	strategy	while	highlighting	the	
urgency	for	changing	mobilities	including	behaviours,	technologies	and	policies.	This	includes	a	
specific	 transport	 plan	 for	 the	 region.	 The	 regional	 plans	 provide	 socio‐technical	 systems	
approaches,	but	the	plans	appear	to	be	weighted	to	technical	or	technological	fixes	such	as	more	
public	transport,	compact	development	and	better	infrastructure	as	deterministic	interventions	
on	human	settlements	and	behaviour.	The	plan	does	not	advocate	for	reallocation	of	space	from	
automobiles	 to	 public	 and	 active	 transport	 or	 the	 retrofit	 of	 industrial	 and	 vehicular	
infrastructure	for	public	and	active	transport	or	other	mobilities.		
The	 plans	 identify	 several	 major	 infrastructure	 projects	 and	 these	 will	 support	 the	
desired	regional	outcomes.	Infrastructure,	particularly	transport	infrastructure,	is	presented	as	
a	means	 of	 shaping	 the	 regional	 settlement	 pattern	 through	 a	 sequence	 of	 projects.	 There	 is	
significant	 emphasis	 in	 the	 plans	 on	 transport	 and	 transit	 corridors	 which	 will	 attract	
development,	 as	 well	 as	 enhanced	 public	 and	 active	 transport	 provision	which	will	 be	more	
appropriately	 linked	to	activity	centres.	The	plan	claims	to	enhance	 infrastructure	systems	by	
intervening	 in	places	with	 infrastructure	and	also	by	developing	where	 infrastructure	already	
exists.			
	
5.1.3	 Niche	
	
Niches	cannot	be	diffused	if	regulation,	infrastructural	or	market	support	do	not	exist.	There	is	a	
distinct	 difference	 between	 planning	 and	 transitions	 in	 that	 plans	 are	 intended	 to	 provide	
certainty	 as	 localities	 change	 as	 well	 as	 direct	 that	 change,	 whereas	 transitions	 approaches	
respond	 to	 uncertainty	 and	 experiment.	 There	 are	 several	 emergent	 spaces	 for	 innovation,	
including	 in	 the	 planning	 process	 itself	 as	 a	 policy	 learning	 endeavour	 or	 critical	 juncture.	
Statutory	regional	planning	is	a	relatively	new	policy	process	in	Queensland	and	this	indicates	a	
level	of	policy	learning	drawing	on	contemporary	planning	principles	and	methods	addressing	
sustainable	development	including	community	consultation	and	engagement,	compact	growth,	
enhanced	public	transport	and	transit	oriented	development.	In	planning,	these	approaches	can	
have	the	qualities	of	niches	but	are	limited	in	their	capacity	to	steer	or	accelerate	radical	change.	
These	 changes	 may	 also	 introduce	 some	 means	 for	 negotiating	 and	 introducing	 other	
innovations.	 It	 also	 recognises	 landscape	 pressures	 and	 urgencies	 that	 require	 innovative	
responses.	However,	the	plans	are	normative	–	they	offer	desired	regional	outcomes	–	and	the	
vision	is	generic	and	aspirational	rather	than	radical	or	transformative.	The	plans	are	based	on	
propositions	of	settlement	containment	which	necessitates	redevelopment	and	concentration.	
Geels	 (2012)	 and	 collaborating	 researchers	 (Geels	 &	 Kemp,	 2012;	 Kemp	 et	 al.,	 2012)	
have	 introduced	 the	multi‐level	perspective	 to	 transport	 studies	and	 identified	 several	niches	
that	are	impacting	on	mobility	systems	globally,	some	of	which	are	evident	in	the	regional	plans.	
This	 includes	 intermodal	 travel,	 demand	 management,	 public	 transport	 enhancement,	 travel	
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reduction	 and	 greener	 technology	 (e.g.	 gas	 powered	 buses,	 hybrid	 cars).	 Not	 all	 of	 these	
innovations	can	be	reflected	in	the	regional	plan	as	they	become	a	matter	for	a	broad	network	of	
actors	in	the	system	to	address.	However,	while	Geels	and	Kemp	(2012,	p.	61)	propose	that	“the	
future	of	automobility	is	intrinsically	open”,	regional	level	planning	can	fail	to	acknowledge	the	
socio‐technical	 dynamics	 of	 system	 innovation	 and	 limit	 options	 by	 narrowly	 addressing	 the	
objective	of	reducing	greenhouse	gas	emissions	through	public	and	active	transport.		
The	plans	acknowledge	the	need	to	address	greenhouse	gas	emissions	and	other	socio‐
ecological	 impacts	of	 transport.	Both	plans	acknowledge	demand	management,	non‐transport	
responses,	new	technologies	and	community	transport	as	part	of	the	transport	infrasystem,	and	
these	provide	spaces	for	 innovation	and	experiment	 in	ways	that	major	infrastructure	cannot.	
This	 can,	 potentially,	 include	 user	 and	 social	 innovation	 utilising	 digital	 and	 mobile	
technologies.	 Community	 transport,	 for	 example,	 is	 a	 social	 innovation	 (bottom	 up)	 that	 has	
attracted	 support	 of	 local	 and	 state	 governments	 and	 is	 acknowledged	 in	 the	 plan.	 The	 plan	
plays	a	role	in	disseminating	this	innovation.	User	and	social	innovations	can	have	the	capacity	
for	 being	 scaled	 up	 to	 or	 replicated	 at	 the	 regional	 scale	 or	 acknowledged	 in	 the	 plan	 as	 a	
desirable	outcome	to	be	addressed	in	local	planning.	Networks	are	also	a	recurring	organising	
structure	in	the	plan	but	are	presented	in	a	normative	way	as	modal	or	multi‐modal	structures	
rather	than	dynamic	entities	or	assemblages,	and	the	networks	are	not	addressed	as	potentially	
intelligent	 and	 recombinant	 systems	 utilising	 information	 and	 communication	 or	 other	
technologies.	However,	while	various	innovation	propositions	are	acknowledged	in	the	plan,	it	
is	unclear	how	such	 innovation	develops	and	 is	nurtured.	That	 is,	while	 the	plan	refers	 to	the	
development	 of	 a	 south	 east	 Queensland	 transport	 policy,	 it	 is	 unclear	 how	 policy	 niches	
develop	or	whether	more	normative	policy	processes	are	at	play.	A	similar	observation	applies	
to	the	South	East	Queensland	Infrastructure	Plan	and	Program.	
	
5.2	 Mobility	Storylines	and	Transitions	
	
The	SEQRP	 includes	storylines	about	 transport	and	mobility	 that	emerge	 from	and	reflect	 the	
dominant	 storylines	 (Table	 2)	 as	well	 as	 reflect	multi‐level	 dynamics	 and	 possible	 transition	
storylines	(Tables	3	and	4).	In	outlining	mobility	storylines,	as	prospective	transition	storylines,	
this	paper	borrows	from	Bosman	et	al.	(2014)	who	in	applying	Hajer’s	Argumentative	Discourse	
Analysis	identified	the	dominant	storyline,	its	constituent	elements	and	its	internal	tensions.	In	
Tables	2	and	3	these	storylines	are	indicative	of	multi‐level	dynamics	and	paths.	The	dominant	
storyline	 establishes	 a	 pathway	and	 in	 the	 case	 of	 south	 east	Queensland	mobility,	 it	 is	 not	 a	
transitions	 path	 but	 does	 propose	 changes	 within	 the	 regime.	 Constituent	 elements	 of	 the	
storyline	 are	 indicative	 of	 regime	 dynamics	 and	 tensions	 in	 the	 storyline	 are	 understood	 as	
indications	of	instability	or	flexibility	which	can	be	the	result	of	landscape	pressures.	Emerging	
storylines	have	been	identified	as	these	may	present	windows	of	opportunity	or	offer	additional	
insight	into	regime	dynamics.			
The	 plans	 do	 not	 provide	 a	 long	 term	 strategy	 or	 vision	 for	 transitioning	 from	 car	
dependence	 or	 fossil	 fuel	 dependence	 even	 though	 both	 plans	 acknowledge	 the	 detrimental	
impacts	of	car	use	and	the	risks	posed	by	oil	depletion.	These	landscape	pressures	are	felt	at	the	
regime	 level	 and	 attempts	 are	 being	 made	 to	 ameliorate	 them.	 There	 are	 several	 tensions	
represented	 in	 the	 plan	 and	 the	 2005	 plan	 also	 acknowledges	 the	 difficulty	 of	 addressing	
inherited	 problems,	 such	 as	 a	 car	 dependent	 urban	 form,	 ad	 hoc	 development	 and	
fragmentation	 (sprawl),	which	 present	 as	 path	 dependence.	 The	 regional	 vision	 expressed	 in	
both	 plans	 includes	 the	 statement	 “an	 extensive	 and	 efficient	 public	 transport	 system”	
(Queensland	 Government,	 2005,	 2009),	 although	 in	 the	 2009	 plan	 this	 is	 qualified	 as	
contributing	 to	 “reducing	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions”	 (Queensland	 Government,	 2009,	 p.	 10).	
While	 this	 reflects	 movement	 in	 the	 mobility	 system	 and	 awareness,	 potentially	 indicating	
windows	of	opportunity,	it	may	not	indicate	a	pre‐development	phase,	momentum	or	‘take	off’	
of	transition	(Grin,	Rotmans,	and	Schot	2010,	5).	
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Regime	dynamics	cannot	be	described	as	unstable	and	the	2005	plan	states	that	“[t]he	
use	of	 cars	 in	 SEQ	 is	 growing	 faster	 than	 the	population:	 there	 are	 far	more	 cars,	 being	used	
more	 often	 and	 driven	 further	 than	 ever	 before.	 It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 private	 cars	 will	
continue	 to	be	used	 into	 the	 future	 for	 the	majority	of	 trips	 in	SEQ.	However,	 the	alternatives	
public	transport	walking	and	cycling	are	more	sustainable	transport	modes	and	must	be	made	
more	viable	and	attractive	(Queensland	Government,	2005,	p.	106).”	This	is	echoed	in	the	2009		
	
Table	3.	Mobility	Storyline	in	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plan	2005‐2026	
Dominant	
storyline	
(Path)	
The	south	east	Queensland	region	will	remain	car dependent	into	the	future	while	
transport	alternatives	and	urban	form	are	enhanced	through	improved	land	use	and	
transport	integration	in	response	to	growth	management	(offering	community	and	
environmental	benefits)	
Constituent	
elements	
(Regime)	
Growth	
management	
involves	reducing	
car	dependency	and	
congestion	
Enhanced	public	
and	active	
transport	–	
reconfiguration	of	
transport	mix	
Enhanced	
infrastructure	
provision	and	
leading	
development	
Integration	of	
transport,	urban	
form	and	land	use	
–	connectivity	
Tensions	in	the	
dominant	
storyline	
(Regime	
instability)	
Sustainability	is	about	
balancing	rather	than	
system	change	–	reducing	
greenhouse	gas	emissions	
addresses	climate	change	
Causality	of	density	(urban	
form),	infrastructure	and	
transport	behaviour	and	
demand;	self	containment	
of	activity	centres	and	sub‐
regions	
Lack	of	address	of	diverse	
patterns	of	land	use	e.g.	
urban,	suburban	and	
networks		
Emerging	
storylines	
(Possible	niche	
or	windows	of	
opportunity)	
Emerging	policy	
approaches	to	sustainable	
transport		
Emerging	behaviour	and	
demand	management	
approaches,	non‐transport	
and	new	technology	
Acknowledgment	of	social	
innovation	‐	community	
transport	
	
Table	4.	Mobility	Storyline	in	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plan	2009‐2031	
Dominant	
storyline	
(Path)	
The	south	east	Queensland	region	needs	to	address	and	reduce	car	dependence	due	to	
climate	change	and	oil	supply	vulnerability,	while	transport	alternatives	and	urban	
form	are	enhanced	through	improved	land	use,	urban	form	and	transport	integration	
(offering	community	and	environmental	benefits)	
Constituent	
elements	
(Regime)	
Sustainability	is	
about	balancing	
rather	than	system	
change	–	target	for	
reducing	carbon	
emissions	
Car	dependence	
needs	to	change	
Sustainable	
transport	
alternatives	need	to	
be	enhanced	
Integration	of	
transport,	urban	
form	and	land	use	–	
connectivity	
Tensions	in	
the	dominant	
storyline	
(Regime	
instability)	
Risks	from	climate	
change	and	oil	
supply	
vulnerability	
Travel	behaviour	
needs	to	change;	
self‐containment,	
trip	generation		
Causality	of	density	
(urban	form)	and	
transport	
behaviour	and	
demand;	self	
containment	of	
activity	centres	and	
sub‐regions	
Lack	of	address of
diverse	patterns	of	
land	use	e.g.	urban,	
suburban,	and	
networks	
Emerging	
storylines	
(Possible	
niche	or	
windows	of	
opportunity)	
Transition	to	low	carbon	
future		
Acknowledgment	of	social	
innovation	‐	community	
transport	
Emerging	behaviour	and	
demand	management	
approaches,	non‐transport	
and	new	technology	
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plan	which	states	that	“[c]ar	use	in	SEQ	is	growing.	Private	cars	will	continue	to	be	used	into	the	
future	 for	 the	majority	of	 trips	 in	SEQ.	However,	with	oil	 supply	vulnerability,	dependency	on	
cars	 will	 cause	 financial	 stress	 to	 urban‐fringe	 and	 suburban	 communities	 and	 vulnerable	
groups.	The	alternatives	‐	public	transport,	walking	and	cycling	‐	are	more	sustainable	transport	
modes	and	must	be	made	more	viable	and	attractive	(Queensland	Government,	2009,	p.	139).”	
While	this	statement	expresses	some	links	between	problems	and	solutions	and	acknowledges	
system	 dynamics,	 it	 does	 not	 necessarily	 direct	 towards	 a	 transition	 vision	 or	 storyline	 –	 an	
alternative	 mobility	 vision	 is	 not	 expressed.	 The	 general	 thrust	 of	 the	 plan	 is	 to	 promote	
diversity	and	reconfigure	the	mode	share	between	the	existing	and	subaltern	regimes.	It	aims	to	
provide	 “access	 to	 alternative	 transport	 options	 to	 reduce	 car	 dependency	 will	 improve	
accessibility.	Alternative	 transport	measures	 include	 increasing	the	availability	of	high‐quality	
public	 transport,	 creating	 resiliency	 and	 connectivity	within	 the	 transportation	 network,	 and	
ensuring	pedestrian,	bike,	public	transport	and	road	facilities	are	well	connected	(Queensland	
Government,	2009,	p.	12).”		
The	 plans	 propose	 solutions	 that	 emphasise	 public	 transport	 and	 active	 transport	 as	
compatible	with	compact	development,	smart	growth	and	transit	oriented	development.	Such	
proposals	 also	 seek	 to	 reduce	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	 and	 address	 other	 socio‐ecological	
impacts	 of	 transport.	While	 public	 and	 active	 transport	 is	 a	 focus	 of	 the	 plans,	 automobility	
remains	the	mainstay	of	transport	and	the	transport	system	may	be	considered	path	dependent	
even	though	the	plan	makes	many	allowances	for	multi‐modal	travel,	locational	and	urban	form	
considerations	 as	 well	 as	 other	 policy	 interventions.	 However,	 such	 awareness	 may	 not	 be	
sufficient	 to	 support	 transitions	 or	 destabilise	 regimes	 or	 ignite	 transition	 ‘take‐off’	 (Grin,	
Rotmans,	and	Schot	2010).	However,	because	transitions	are	uncertain	and	complex,	 they	are	
not	 predictable.	 The	 mobility	 storylines	 of	 the	 two	 iterations	 of	 the	 SEQRP	 show	 that	
institutional	awareness	 is	developing	in	the	planning	regime	and	that	some	reconfiguration	of	
the	socio‐technical	system	or	mobility	assemblage	is	underway	but	that	the	automobility	regime	
is	entrenched.	While	this	does	not	represent	a	transition	storyline,	tensions	in	the	storyline	and	
emerging	storylines	can	indicate	windows	of	opportunity	for	transitions	in	which	the	storyline	
has	 shifted	 from	 emerging	 policy	 approaches	 to	 sustainable	 transport	 to	 ‘transition	 to	 a	 low	
carbon	future’.		
	
6	 Conclusions	
	
Infrastructure	planning	benefits	from	a	long	term	spatial,	systems	and	strategic	approach	that,	
in	Queensland,	has	been	partly	addressed	by	regional	planning.	 Infrastructure	planning	at	 the	
regional	scale	draws	attention	to	socio‐spatial	and	scalar	relations	and	systems.	Infrastructure	
supports	the	workings	of	cities	and	regions,	and	their	communities,	by	both	providing	services	
and	access	to	services.	That	 is,	 infrastructure	 is	enmeshed	 in	complex	systems:	 it	both	shapes	
those	environments	and	societies	and	 is	shaped	by	 them	as	part	of	complex	webs	of	meaning	
and	 power.	 Infrastructure	 systems	 pose	 considerable	 challenges	 for	 regional	 and	 urban	
governance	 especially	 in	 relation	 to	 sustainable	 transitions.	 The	 multi‐level	 perspective	
supports	researchers	and	policymakers	to	ask	what	opportunities,	if	any,	exist	and	are	emerging	
for	 interventions,	 niches	 and	 sustainable	 transitions?	One	 of	 the	 opportunities,	 based	 on	 this	
preliminary	analysis,	could	be	intervening	on	planning	and	policy	processes	and	capabilities	for	
reasons	other	than	accelerating	development	applications	(Steele	&	Dodson,	2014);	planning	is	
a	significant	institution	and	actor	in	socio‐technical	system	regimes	(Frantzeskaki	&	Loorbach,	
2010).		
In	sustainable	transitions	theory	and	literature,	planning	is	critiqued	as	privileging	the	
incumbent	 regime	 and	 for	 lacking	 reflexivity.	 Yet,	 in	 relation	 to	 sustainable	 infrastructure	
transitions,	 regional	 planning	 offers	 a	 medium‐to‐long	 term	 and	 spatial	 policy	 frame	 for	
problem	solving,	dissemination,	governance	and	innovation.	In	relation	to	mobility	transitions,	
the	South	East	Queensland	Regional	Plans	present	 limited	options	 for	prioritising	 sustainable	
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mobility	 by	 presenting	 an	 infrastructure	 and	 urban	 form	 focused	 approach	 to	 mobility.	 The	
multi‐level	 perspective	 analysis	 of	 mobility	 in	 the	 South	 East	 Queensland	 Regional	 Plans	
indicates	that	minor	changes	are	occurring	in	mobility,	and	social	innovations,	like	community	
transport,	are	introduced	and	scaled	or	reproduced,	but	that	these	do	not	constitute	transitions.	
However,	 community	 transport	 is	 a	 noteworthy	 example	of	 how	a	 localised	 social	 innovation	
can	 be	 adopted	 by	 regional	 plans	 and	 disseminated	 among	 stakeholders	 and	 sub‐regions,	
indicating	a	policy	learning	function	for	regional	planning.	Mobility	storylines	present	windows	
of	opportunity	for	interrogating	mobility	as	a	socio‐technical	system,	and	interrogating	mobility	
transitions.		
In	the	plans,	the	purpose	of	reform	in	mobility	behaviour	is	to	reduce	carbon	emissions	
in	alignment	with	other	 regional	 strategies.	Geels	 (2012)	has	 found	 that	 the	 transition	 to	 low	
carbon	transport	is	in	its	early	stages	and	that	the	commitment	to	low	carbon	transition	of	this	
regime	is	weak.	The	analysis	presented	in	this	discussion	reflects	this	in	south	east	Queensland	
regional	plans.	However,	given	the	references	in	the	plan	to	climate	change	and	oil	vulnerability,	
the	 regional	 plans	 may	 play	 a	 role	 in	 developing	 a	 regional	 transitions	 storyline.	 Change	 is	
directed	 to	 enhancing	 lower	 carbon	 subaltern	 regimes	 such	 as	 active	 and	 public	 transport,	
necessitating	significant	infrastructure	investments,	rather	than	destabilising	or	decoupling	the	
automobility	regime.	These	subaltern	regimes	become	more	stable	and	viable	with	supporting	
programs	and	access,	 infrastructures	and	urban	 forms.	 Some	 innovations	 evident	 in	 the	plan,	
such	as	changes	in	land	use	and	urban	form,	have	limited	application	and	momentum	and	none	
appear	to	be	positioned	to	overwhelm	or	disrupt	the	automobility	regime	(Geels	2012).	Equally	
important	is	the	failure	to	address	the	embedded	cultural	structures	of	the	automobility	regime	
and	its	linkage	to	settlement	pattern,	behaviour	and	new	technologies	(Sheller,	2012).		
As	this	paper	represents	work	in	progress,	further	refinement	is	ongoing	with	data	to	be	
obtained	 from	 additional	 policy	 analysis	 and	 interviews	 that	 may	 reveal	 processes	 and	
dynamics	 that	 are	 not	 apparent	 from	 this	 study.	 The	 research	 to	date	 indicates	how	 regional	
planning	 is	 positioned	 in	 infrastructure	 systems	 through	 policy	 discourse	 or	 storyline.	 Policy	
plays	an	important	role	 in	transitions,	not	only	 in	terms	of	 the	organising	power	of	storylines	
and	 discourse	 but	 also	 in	 the	 terms	 of	 actor	 relations	 and	 supporting	 innovation.	 The	 plans	
respond	to	priorities	in	other	federal,	state	and	regional	 level	policies,	and	are	the	outcome	of	
collaborative	planning	processes.	Regional	 level	 strategic	spatial	plans,	such	as	 the	South	East	
Queensland	Regional	Plan,	are	attentive	to	and	aware	of	 the	challenges	of	mobility	 transitions,	
but	 have	 limited	 capacity	 to	 address	 them.	 This	 highlights	 a	 greater	 need	 for	 ongoing	 policy	
learning,	 cultural	 engagement	 and	 niche	 experimentation	 in	 relation	 to	mobility	 systems	 and	
subsystems	as	well	as	other	regional	socio‐technical	systems.	Regional	planning	is	not	the	policy	
arena	 that	will	 drive	 transitions	 but	 it	 acknowledges	 and	 articulates	 the	 need	 for	 addressing	
major	landscape	pressures	and	may	play	a	role	in	transitions	over	a	medium	to	long	term	time	
frame.	However,	 the	 incremental	 and	 slow	momentum	of	planning,	 anchored	 in	 land	use	and	
spatial	reform,	may	be	experienced	as	a	constraint	at	a	time	when	accelerated	and	urgent	action	
is	 necessary	 (Steffen	 &	 Hughes,	 2013).	 Between	 2005	 and	 2009,	 the	 state	 government	
articulated	a	 commitment	 “to	 reduce	 greenhouse	 gas	emissions	and	 support	 transition	of	 the	
SEQ	community	to	a	low‐carbon	future”	and	this	instances	alternatives	approaches	to	locked	in	
and	 path	 dependent	 socio‐technical	 systems	 in	 the	 state’s	 regional	 planning	 and	 mobility	
storylines.	There	are	windows	of	opportunity	for	examining	transitions	thinking	in	the	planning	
context	and	at	the	regional	scale	to	engender	greater	reflexivity,	radical	vision,	policy	learning	
and	exploration	in	planning	that	is	searching	for	sustainable	socio‐technical	system	pathways.	
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